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Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, | appreciate the opportunity to gppear at this
hearing to discuss how wesather has affected U.S. agriculture during 2001 and, thus far, during 2002.
The mgor event over this period has been drought, which has affected the Western Plains and
Mountain States, the Pacific Northwest, southern Texas and the eastern seaboard. The drought has
adversdly affected livestock pastures and arange of crops. | will aso address other weather events,
such asthe heavy rainfal in the corn belt this oring that is affecting planted acreage. | will conclude
with abrief description of the programs the Department has available to assist producers affected by
natural disasters. Substantial assistance has been provided to producers through these programs,
including $9.6 hillion provided to producers over 1998-2001 through the Federa crop insurance
program. An additiond $5 hillion in crop loss assistance was provided through supplementa
appropriations for 1998-2000 crops. The passage of the Agricultural Risk Protection Act of 2000
eliminated the need for disaster supplementals for most producers because the increased federa
subsidies made crop insurance more affordable for farmers.

Summary of Weather Events

During 2001, most of the nation was unusualy warm, with the contiguous U.S. states having the
sxth warmest year since records began in 1895. The Drought Monitor, a product of severd Federa
agencies, including the Department of Agriculture (USDA), is aweekly assessment of the severity of
drought across the United States. The Drought Monitor charts in the appendix to this statement show
intengfication of drought during the 2000-2001 winter over the Northwest region. November through
April precipitation there was the second lowest since 1895. Reservoir levelsfdl to well below norma
in Montana, Nevada, Oregon, and Washington. Drought also affected Florida and Georgia, while
much of the rest of the nation had a cold, wet winter. Spring participation was near to above normd in
many parts of the nation east of the Rocky Mountains helping to ease drought conditions in the
Southeast. However, Montana, in particular, remained dry.

The summer was very warm and wet over most of the country; however, the Southern Plains
states down through central and west Texas were very dry. The Northwest continued hot and dry,
with many wildfires. 1daho and Nevada had the hottest August ever. During the fall, many areas were
dry and warm, especialy the Eastern Seaboard and Northwest. Asthe year closed out, heavy rain and
snow helped the drought situation in the Pecific Northwest.

The current Situation faced by producers reflects the existing conditions last fal exacerbated by
precipitation between October 1, 2001 and May 19, 2002 that totaled less than 40 percent of normal



in many locations from southern Cdiforniato the central High Plains. This shortage of precipitation is
adversdly affecting pastures, winter whest, and recently planted summer crops. Long-term
precipitation deficits aso exist on the Northern Plains, along the east coadt, in degp south Texas, and a
some locations in the interior Northwest.

The Drought Monitor for May 14, 2002 and recent weeks shows the drought diminishing
across the Northeast, but perssting in portions of the Southern Atlantic region. During thelast 5
weeks, hot, dry conditions across the Degp South have increased irrigation demands and stressed
dryland crops. Drought remains most serious on the High Plains and across the Southwest. Meager
cold-season snow packs have resulted in low runoff forecasts across the centra and southern Rockies
and the Southwest, dthough portions of the Northwest continue to recover from the drought, as
previoudy parched soils soak up potential runoff. But as this occurred, drought developed across much
of the remainder of the West, reducing reservoirs to below-normal levels. Water reserves remain just
dightly below normd in Cdifornia, the western State with the largest water reserves.

The Climate Prediction Center of the Nationa Wesather Service issued its most recent seasond
outlook for June through August on May 16, 2002. The forecast isfor hotter-than-norma weether
across the drought-stricken Southwest during the summer months, with the drought expected to
intengfy. Above-norma temperatures are aso expected across the northern High Plains, Inter-
mountain West, and in the southern Atlantic and Gulf Coast States. Drier-than-norma summer westher
isforecast across the Northwest and in southern Texas, with drought expected to continue or intensify
in Montana, 1daho, South Texas and the lower mid-South, while wet conditions are expected to perast
from the east-centrd Plainsto the lower Ohio Vdley.

Longer term temperature and preci pitation outlooks for July through September 2002 to June
through August 2003 fegture an expected evolution of aweak El Nifio, with the cold-season months
expected to feature mild weather across the Northern U.S. and dightly cool conditions dong the Gulf
Coast. Wet westher is expected across much of the Southern U.S. and drier-than-normal conditions
on the northern High Plains and from the Ohio Vdley.

Summary of Key Livestock Effects

The livestock sector, mainly cattle, has been grestly affected by the continued drought in many
areas and the sharp changes in winter weather conditions in 2001 and 2002. Pasture conditions have
been poor into 2002, forcing alarger than norma number of cattle into feedlots, expanding the beef
supply, and reducing cattle prices. Wesather has had much less of an impact on pork or poultry as
production has been increasing in response to low grain and protein meal prices. However, overal
large supplies of meat and weakened domestic and foreign demand have resulted in price pressure on
al megts.

The nation’s cattle inventory has been steadily declining since late 1995 and the annua caf crop
has been ghrinking. Cattle prices have dso trended up. These developments generdly led most
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andydts, including USDA, to predict declining placements of cattle into feedlots and sharply lower beef
production over the past few of years. However, despite generdly favorable returns for cow-calf
operators over the past 3 years, alack of forage and the added cost of supplementa feeding has forced
producersto sdll cattle to feedlots rather than retain heifers to add to the breeding herd. Coupled with
heavier weights as feedlots have attempted to capture price premiums from Choice grade beef
production, beef production rose 2 percent between 1998 and 2001, and production is projected to
increase an additiona 1 percent in 2002.

Much of the increase in placements into feedlots has been heifers. Commercid heifer daughter
reached arecord 12 million head in 2000 and remains 8 percent above the average daughter leve for
the 5 years preceding 1998. As heifers are placed on feed, the turning point of the cattle cycleis
pushed further into the future. It isnow unlikely that the U.S. cattle inventory will increase before 2004.

Drought was compounded by extremely cold, wet weether in the High Plains cattle feeding
region during the winter of 2000-2001. Caitle weights dropped during the first half of 2001 as cattle
consumed feed for maintenance rather than weight gain. As aresult, supplies of Choice grade beef
declined and cattle and retail beef prices spiked. Cattle prices averaged $79.11 per cwt in January-
March 2001 and $76.41 per cwt in April-June 2001, the highest level since 1993. The higher cattle
prices were passed along to consumers; average Choice beef prices reached a record $3.48 per pound
in June.

Cattle prices began declining sharply later in 2001 with large placements spurred by the
drought, areturn to heavier daughter weights, more Choice beef available and a dowdown in foreign
and domestic demand. Cattle pricesin the first quarter of 2002 averaged $70.19 per cwt, amost $9
per cwt below 2001, but above pricesin 1999 and 2000. Retail pricestend to lag declinesin cattle
prices but second and third quarter consumer prices are expected to average 4-5 percent below 2001.

Large drought-induced placements this past quarter are expected to keep daughter above
year-ago levels until the fourth quarter of 2002. Placementsin the first quarter were dmost 7 percent
above 2001. Should drought continue, cow/calf operators would continue marketing large numbers of
cattle through feedlots, beef supplies remain large and, coupled with increasing supplies of pork and
poultry, cattle prices would remain under pressure. However, areturn to more normal weather would
benefit pastures, encourage cow/calf operators to hold back heifers, reduce feedlot placements and
daughter levels and strengthen cattle prices.

Summary of Key Crop Effects

The weather events described earlier have given rise to avariety of production effects across
the nation. Without being exhaudtive, this section illugtrates the adverse effects on severd key cropsfor
2001 and 2002.
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Winter wheat. Prolonged drought from Texas to the Canadian border has reduced this year's
winter whest production prospects by an estimated 150 to 200 million bushels from norma. Most of
the drop in production isin Texas, Oklahoma, Kansas, Colorado, Nebraska, Wyoming, Montana, and
South Dakota due to a 3.3-million-acre reduction in the area expected to be harvested for grain and
bel ow-average yieldsin Montana, Colorado, and Wyoming.

In remaining winter wheet producing states, dry conditions in some areas and excessively wet
conditionsin others may reduce harvested acres another 0.6 million from norma. USDA'swinter
wheat planted arealast fal was aso below expectations, due to dry conditionsin parts of the Great
Pans and prolonged wet weather in the Midwest. Itislikely that 1 to 2 million acres of winter whest
were not planted due to adverse weather conditions.

Drought aso reduced winter wheset production in 2001 as early drought, followed by prolonged
rain in some areas and extended dry wegther in others, reduced planted area. The losses were not as
large as expected earlier in the season as production in Texas, Oklahoma, and Kansas turned out to be
well above theinitid survey estimatesin May 2001.

Spring wheat. For durum wheat, production in 2001 was about 7 percent below normal due
to below-normal yields in Montana and North Dakota. Lower production in North Dakota was largely
due to prolonged wet weather at harvest. For 2002, USDA's planting intentions survey released in
March estimated Durum plantings to be down around 2 percent from last year.

Production of other spring whest in 2001 was about 2 percent below normd, largely because
the prolonged drought resulted in increased abandonment and lower-than-normd yields in Montana
Montana production of 65.6 million bushels was more than 33 million below norma with only 80
percent of the planted area harvested for grain versus the norma 95 percent. Yields were 6 bushels
per acre below the 29 bushel average. Yieldswere aso below normd for the Pacific Northwest
because of unusudly hot, dry westher.

For 2002, the planting intentions survey estimated 2002 acreage for other spring wheat down 3
percent from last year, largely due to a 700,000-acre drop in North Dakota. For the nation,
production may be 2 percent below last year. Planting progress as of May 19 showed 71 percent of
intended 2002 spring wheat area was seeded, versus 75 percent last year and a 5-year average of 78
percent.

Cotton. Much of the cotton belt experienced favorable weather in 2001 and cotton
production was arecord high. However, weather problems, especialy drought and excessive hest,
resulted in abandonment of nearly 30 percent of the Texas crop, about 10 percentage points above the
previous 10-year average abandonment rate of 20 percent. Relative to the 10-year average
abandonment rate and yields, about 350,000 bales of cotton production were lost.



Excessve rain and moisture at harvest time damaged mature bolls in the lower Missssppi
Delta  About 270,000 baleswere lost in Louisana and 150,000 baes in southern Mississippi.

For 2002, about 150,000 acres of dryland cotton in the Lower Rio Grande Valley of Texas are
likely to be abandoned due to drought. In al other areas, cotton crop progressiswithin norma limits.

Southern citrus and sugar cane. In Florida, weather reduced 2001 cane sugar production
an estimated 35,000 short tons, raw vaue or 1.7 percent. Florida sugarcane is grown on 465,000
acres and the reduction was widespread and based on lower sugarcane per-acre yields.

Florida orange production was reduced 5 million boxes, or about 2 percent, due to lower fruit
retention and bel ow-average size devel opment as a consequence of warm weather and lack of
moisture. Consumer price impacts are estimated to be negligible.

In Louisiana, 2001 cane sugar production was reduced 185,000 tons, raw value, or 10
percent, due to excessive dryness during the growing season. Louisiana sugarcane is grown on
495,000 acres and reduction in production was widespread and based on lower sugarcane per-acre
yidds

Other horticultural crops. Cdifornia-Arizonaiceberg lettuce shipments were reduced 22
percent during February to March 2002, compared with ayear earlier, due to cold weather which
reduced yields. Consumer prices for lettuce increased about 40 percent during February to April
2002, following the 150 percent increase in farm-leve prices.

In Colorado, onion producers are highly concerned about dryness reducing 2002 storage onion
production. Colorado’s onion harvest areais forecast at 12,500 acres, dl of which isirrigated.
Colorado onion production ($45 million) accounts for about 12 percent of the summer storage crop,
and reduced supplies could cause consumer prices for fresh onionsto rise. However, the impact on the
food a home index would be minimal.

Corn and Oilseeds. The 2001 corn and soybean crops were generdly excdlent. Although a
few states had problems, each crop had the second highest U.S. yield per acre ever. However, this
spring’s weather could have a much more damaging outcome. Corn and soybean plantings are 17 and
20 percentage points, respectively, behind their 5-year average through May 19, primarily due to
delayed planting in the eastern corn belt. Progressislagging sharply in Missouri, Kentucky, Ohio,
Indiana, and Illinois. Asof May 19, producers in these states had planted only 25 percent of the corn
and soybean acreage they intend to plant, compared with 70 percent planted on average over the past
5 years by that date. Because the next two weeks will be critica for corn planting in the wettest aress,
it istoo early to speculate about how much acreage of these cropswill be planted this year and whether
corn and soybean yields will be reduced due to late planting. Good yields can be achieved even if
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planting is delayed for eastern cornbelt States. Progress in the western cornbelt currently is near the 5-
year average pace, athough cold westher has dowed emergence.

The dry conditionsin the westernmost part of the soybean growing area currently are expected
to have little impact on soybean production. However, asmal percentage of the flax and safflowerseed
crops are grown in Montana and may suffer yied reductions due to dry conditionsthis year.
Sunflowerseed production in the drought-affected states of the Great Plains usualy accounts for 20-25
percent of the U.S. production. The primary sunflowerseed-producing areain North and South
Dakota currently appear to be east of the driest areas.

USDA Programs of Assistance

Every year in production agriculture some farmers face losses due to weether. Consequently, a
wide range of USDA programs has evolved to assist producers in managing risk and offsetting
production losses.

Crop Insurance. Paticipation in the Federa crop insurance program has increased
substantialy since 1998, particularly at coverage levels greater than 50 percent. Supplemental
payments provided under the supplementa disaster bills passed in late 1998 and 1999 provided
additiona premium subsidies for producers who purchased higher levels of crop and revenue insurance.
The Agriculturd Risk Protection Act of 2000 increased subsidy levelsfor dl levels of coverage and for
al insurance products.

Asaresult of increased subsidies, enrollment in the crop insurance program rose from 182
million acresinsured in 1998 to dmost 212 million in 2001, a 17 percent increase. Over 80 percent of
eligible acreage was estimated to be enrolled in the program in 2001. Along with an increasein
participation, producers aso purchased insurance at higher coverage levels. Liability increased by 32
percent over the same period to $36.7 billion. Premiums increased from $1.9 billion in 1998 to dmost
$3 hillionin 2001, an increase of dmost 58 percent.

The gppendix table shows participation in the Federa crop insurance program for whest and
barley producers in the top ten wheat and barley producing statesin 2001. Participation is above 90
percent of digible acreage in Montana, North Dakota and Minnesota, and above 80 percent of digible
acreage in South Dakota, Nebraska, Colorado and Kansas. Participation rates appear somewhat
lower in Oklahoma and Texas, but this likely reflects the fact that some of the planted whest reported
by USDA is used for haying and grazing and not intended for grain harvest. Participation among the
top ten wheet Satesislowest in Washington, reflecting the reatively low participation rate anong white
wheat and other speciaty wheat producers.

Participation among barley producersin 2001 reflects a smilar geographic pattern, with
participation rates highest in Montana, North Dakota, Minnesota and Colorado. Participation isless



than 60 percent of insured acreage in 1daho, Washington, Cdifornia, Oregon, Wyoming and South
Dakota.

Over the 1998-2001 crop years, crop insurance paid out amost $9.6 billion in indemnity
payments. Texas producers were the largest recipients, receiving dmost $2 billion in indemnity
payments over the period. North Dakota was second at $1.1 billion, followed by Californiawith $461
million, Minnesota with $449 million and Georgiawith $423 million. Not surprising, payments generdly
tended to be highest in those states with the highest participation rates. As participation hasincreased
and producers have increased coverage levels, indemnities have increased aswell. 1n 2001, crop
insurance indemnities were a record $3 billion with dmost $500 million paid to Texas producers.

Noninsured Crop Disaster Assistance Program (NAP). NAP provides crop loss
protection for growers of many crops when crop insurance is not available. This program covers
noninsurable crops and planting prevented by naturd disasters. Eligible cropsinclude commercia
crops and other agricultural commodities. Also digible for NAP coverage are controlled-environment
crops (mushrooms and floriculture), specidty crops (honey and maple sap), and vaue loss crops
(aquaculture, Christmas trees, ginseng, ornamenta nursery and turfgrass sod).

Prior to 2001, producers qualified for payments under NAP if there was at |east a 35-percent
crop lossin the disaster areaand an individua producer’ s loss exceeded 50 percent of the expected
yidd. Theareatrigger was diminated under the Agricultural Risk Protection Act of 2000 beginning
with the 2001 crop and commaodity coverage was expanded under NAP. To be digible for payments
under NAP for the 2001 and subsequent crops, the natura disaster must have ether reduced a
producer’ s expected production by more than 50 percent or prevented the producer from planting
more than 35 percent of the intended crop acreage. The NAP payment is determined by multiplying
the production loss in excess of 50 percent by 55 percent of the average market price for the
commodity. Payments are factored down if the producer was prevented from planting the crop or the
crop was not harvested.

In FY 2000, $34 million were paid to producers under NAP. Reimbursement for crop losses
increased to $63 million under NAPin FY 2001. The President’s Budget for FY 2003 projects
payments under the NAP, as modified by the Agricultura Risk Protection Act of 2000, will increaseto
$149 million in FY 2002, to $190 million in FY 2003, and stabilize at about $200 million annualy
theresfter. Theincreasein projected outlays under NAP reflects the dimination of the arealoss trigger
and the expansion of NAP coverage to more crops.

Emergency Conservation Program (ECP). ECP provides cost-share assistance to farmers
and ranchers to rehabilitate farmland damaged by wind erosion, floods, hurricanes, or other natura
disasters. ECP dso provides fundsto assist producersin carrying out emergency water conservation



and assi stance measures, both for livestock and for existing irrigation systems for orchards and
vineyards, during periods of severe drought.

To bedigible for ECP assistance, the producer must have suffered a natura disaster that
crested new conservation problems which, if not treated, would impair or endanger the land; materialy
affect the productive capacity of the land; represent unusua damage which, except for wind erosion, is
not the type likely to recur frequently in the same area; and be so costly to repair that Federa
assgtance is or will be required to return the land to productive agricultura use. Emergency practices
to rehabilitate farmland damaged by wind eroson and other natural disasters, including drought, may
include debris removal, providing water for livestock, fence restoration, grading and shaping of
farmland, restoring conservation structures, and water conservation measures. Under the program,
farmers and ranchers may enter into agreements to jointly solve mutua conservation problems.

In FY 2000, ECP provided $60 million in cogt-share assistance to producers affected by
natural disasters. ECP cost-share assistance fell to $35 miillion during FY 2001.

Haying and Grazing of Acreage Enrolled in the Conservation Reserve Program
(CRP). Prior to enactment of the Farm Security and Rura Improvement Act of 2002 (Act), the
Secretary could dlow harvesting or grazing or other commercia use of the forage on cropland enrolled
in the CRP in response to adrought or other smilar emergency. The 2002 Act amended the CRP to
require the Secretary to reduce the CRP rental payments by an amount commensurate with the
economic value of forage harvested or grazed if harvesting or grazing is permitted.

In 2000 across 20 Sates, producers in 369 counties were permitted to graze forage, and in 249
counties, to hay on cropland enrolled in the CRP because of drought or other smilar emergency.
Emergency haying was gpproved in 142 counties and grazing in 162 counties across 11 States in 2001.

For 2002, the Secretary announced on May 22 that grazing will be permitted in over 50
counties in Colorado, Kansas, Montana, Oklahoma, Texas, Utah and Wyoming on some CRP acres
until August 31 or until disaster conditions no longer exist, whichever comesfirst. CRP participants
should gpply through their local Farm Service Agency office.

Emergency Loan Program (ELP). USDA provides emergency loans to help producers
recover from production and physica losses resulting from drought, flooding, or other natural disasters.
Emergency loans may be used to restore or replace essentia property; pay al or part of production
costs associated with a natural disaster; pay essentia family living expenses; reorganize the farming
operation; and refinance certain debts. To be digible for aloan, a producer must own or operate land
located in a county declared by the President to be, or designated by the Secretary of Agriculture as, a
disagter area or a contiguous county and have suffered at least a 30-percent lossin crop production or
aphysical lossto livestock, livestock products, real estate or chattel property.



All emergency loans must be fully collaterdized and the applicant must demongtrate repayment
ability. If an gpplicant cannot provide adequate collatera, repayment ability may be considered as
collatera to secure the loan. Producers can borrow up to 100 percent of the actual production or
physica losses up to amaximum of $500,000. Loans for crop, livestock, and nonreal estate losses
must normally be repaid within 1-7 years but in some instances may be extended to up to 20 years.
Loans for physica lossesto red estate are normdly repaid within 30 years, but may be extended to up
to amaximum of 40 yearsin certain circumgtances. The current interest rate for emergency loansis
3.75 percent.

In 2000, atota of 2,440 counties were designated by either the President or the Secretary as
disaster areas. USDA provided $151 million in emergency loans to producers to cover crop and
physica lossesin FY 2000. Either the President or the Secretary declared 2,374 counties as disaster
areasin 2001 and USDA provided $90 million in emergency loans to cover losses incurred by
producersin FY 2001. Sofar this calendar year, either the President or the Secretary have designated
more than 1,100 counties as disagter areas, making producers in those counties digible for low-interest
loans. From October 1, 2001 through May 1, 2002, USDA provided low interest emergency loans
vaued a $32 million to producers.

The 2002 Act. In addition to dl of the current programs USDA offersto hep farmers and
ranchers manage their risks, the 2002 Farm Bill provides sgnificant increasesin financid assstance.
Most importantly, the new countercylica payment program provides a payment to farmers, without
regard to how much the farmer is able to harvest. The direct and countercyclical payments for whest,
feed grains, upland cotton, rice and oil seeds are based on historica crop plantings and yields and are
not influenced by a producer’s current plantings or production. The decoupling of payments from
current production will help protect producers from adverse weether and other natural disasters,
because direct and countercyclica payments are not affected by how much an individud farmer
produces. Assuming the natura disaster islimited in scope, the producer will receive about the same
amount in direct and countercyclica payments regardless of whether the producer produces a crop or
not.

To conclude, a series of weether events, primarily drought, during the past two years has
reduced crop and forage production in avariety of sates. The overdl picturein U.S. agriculture,
however, has been one of large production and low pricesin recent years. Some production losses are
typicd in U.S. agriculture. Asaresult of these expected losses, arange of programs has evolved to
assist producers manage risk and offset losses. With enactment of the Agricultural Risk Protection Act
in 2000 and the Farm Security and Rurd Investment Act this month, there is now a solid safety net
protecting farmers from both adverse price changes and natura disasters. Asthe Presdent said on
sggning the new farm hill ten days ago, the bill “is generous enough to eiminate the need for
supplementa support later thisyear and in the future, and therefore adds the kind of rdiability that
farmers and ranchers need.”



10

Seasonal Outlook
June - August 2002

Temperature

Preciﬂitatiqn

) T ey




11

In white areas, probablility of above, below and norma are equa (each are 1/3)
In colored aress, probability of the anomaly (above or below norma) increases as color darkens
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TEXAS
OKLAHOMA
KANSAS
COLORADO
NEBRASKA
WYOMING
MONTANA
SOUTH DAKOTA

SUB TOTAL

US TOTAL

TEXAS
OKLAHOMA
KANSAS
COLORADO
NEBRASKA
WYOMING
MONTANA
SOUTH DAKOTA

SUBTOTAL

US TOTAL

TABLE--DROUGHT IMPACT : WINTER WHEAT

HARVESTED ACRES

PLANTED NORMAL  USDA MAY DIFFERENCE 'NORMAL  USDA MAY 'DIFFERENCE
ACRES ESTIMATE ESTIMATE
--------------------------- V[T =] =t —— <ene-~-BUSHELS PER ACRE--------
6400 3550 2500 -1050 31 32 1
5800 4375 3600 -775 31 31 0
9400 8800 8000 -800 39 37 2
2350 2150 1800 -350 35 30 5
1700 1600 1600 0 38 36 2
150 135 130 5 29 25 -4
1400 1270 1000 -270 37 28 -9
1150 1050 1050 0 37 40 3
28350 22930 19680 -3250 35.5 34.2 -1.3
41076 34024 30174 -3850 42.1 43.1 1
HARVESTED ACRES AVERAGE YIELD

PLANTED NORMAL  USDA DIFFERENCE 'NORMAL USDA 'DIFFERENCE
ACRES FINAL FINAL

------------------------ VYo ————— wereeee=-BUSHELS PER ACRE-------n---
5600 3100 3200 100 31 34 3
5600 4225 3700 -525 31 33 2
9800 9165 8200 -965 39 40 1
2350 2145 2000 -145 35 33 2
1750 1600 1600 0 38 37 1
160 145 120 -25 29 24 5
1300 1180 870 -310 37 22 -15
1300 1135 370 -765 37 32 5
27860 22695 20060 -2635 35.7 35.7 0
41078 34330 31295 -3035 42.4 435 1.1

AVERAGE YIELD

NORMAL IS DEFINED AS THE 10-YEAR AVERAGE HARVESTED-TO-PLANTED RATIOS AND YIELDS EXCLUDING 2001 AND 1996
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PRODUCTION
'NORMAL USDA MAY  DIFFERENCE
ESTIMATE
------- MIL BUSHELS------
110.05 80 -30.05
135.625 111.6 -24.025
343.2 296 -47.2
75.25 54 -21.25
60.8 57.6 3.2
3.915 3.25 -0.665
46.99 28 -18.99
38.85 42 3.15
814.68 672.45 -142.23
1433.9 1300.7 -133.2
PRODUCTION
'NORMAL USDA DIFFERENCE
FINAL
-------- MIL BUSHELS-----
96.1 108.8 12.7
131 122.1 -8.9
357.4 328 -29.4
75.1 66 9.1
61 58.2 2.8
4.2 2.9 -1.3
43.7 19.1 -24.6
42 11.8 -30.2
810.5 716.9 -93.6
1456.6 1361.5 -95.1



Table--Participation of wheat and barley producersin the Federal Crop Insurance Program, 2001

Crop/state Acresinsured Percent of planted acres
Planted Totd CAT Buwup Insuredl/ CAT Buyup
(NASS) insured
Wheat 1,000 acres
Kansas 9,800 7,962 558 7,405 81.2% 57%  75.6%
North Dakota 9,450 9,809 491 9,318 103.8% 52%  98.6%
Montana 5,360 4,872 567 4,305 90.9% 10.6%  80.3%
Oklahoma 5,600 4,028 526 3501 71.9% 9.4% 62.5%
Texas 5,600 4,219 735 3484 75.3% 13.1% 62.2%
South Dakota 3,025 2,529 337 2,192 83.6% 11.2% 72.4%
Colorado 2,397 1,938 252 1,686 80.8% 105%  70.3%
Washington 2,490 1,542 379 1,163 61.9% 152%  46.7%
Minnesota 1,867 1,880 245 1,634 100.7% 13.1% 87.5%
Nebraska 1,750 1,471 75 1,396 84.1% 43%  79.8%
Baley
North Dakota 1,500 1,502 188 1,314 100.2% 125%  87.6%
Montana 1,100 1,097 107 991  99.8% 9.7%  90.1%
Idaho 700 352 155 198 50.3% 22.1%  28.2%
Washington 430 219 93 126  51.0% 21.7%  29.3%
Cdifornia 160 64 33 31  40.2% 20.6%  19.7%
Minnesota 160 150 22 128  93.6% 13.6%  79.9%
Oregon 110 63 21 42 57.4% 19.2%  38.2%
Wyoming 100 57 11 47  57.1% 105%  46.6%
Colorado 90 84 13 72 93.8% 14.3%  79.5%
South Dakota 90 51 17 33  56.4% 19.3% 37.2%
Utah 85 4 3 1 4.4% 3.6% 0.7%

1/ Totd insured acres include prevented plantings and may exceed totd planted acres.
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Table-Crop insurance loss ratios (indemnitiestotal premium), 1998-2001

State 1998 1999 2000 2001 1998-01
Alabama 1.75 1.20 2.66 0.70 153
Alaska 1.58 0.16 1.87 0.00 0.64
Arizona 0.92 181 1.18 2.00 154
Arkansas 0.68 0.90 0.99 0.94 0.89
Cdlifornia 1.08 1.03 0.65 0.81 0.87
Colorado 0.49 0.63 1.25 1.05 0.88
Connecticut 2.99 175 4.18 0.38 2.15
Delaware 0.56 1.63 011 0.20 0.56
Florida 0.57 0.63 124 0.84 0.88
Georgia 152 191 1.62 0.74 141
Hawalii 0.00 0.15 0.50 133 054
Idaho 0.51 0.39 0.81 0.64 0.59
Illinois 0.46 0.42 0.32 0.26 0.35
Indiana 0.86 0.84 0.37 0.17 0.49
lowa 0.55 0.36 0.45 0.66 0.51
Kansas 0.31 0.62 1.38 0.95 0.85
Kentucky 1.67 2.29 0.83 0.32 1.20
Louisiana 1.06 0.76 134 1.45 117
Maine 0.70 0.91 0.56 0.52 0.67
Maryland 0.71 1.47 0.15 0.52 0.68
M assachusetts 2.25 134 4.60 1.20 2.29
Michigan 0.62 0.36 0.78 1.55 0.87
Minnesota 0.36 0.67 0.42 0.91 0.61
Mississi ppi 0.83 1.20 1.99 1.72 154
Missouri 0.55 1.09 0.36 0.60 0.64
Montana 0.95 0.90 2.03 3.20 1.87
Nebraska 0.34 0.43 132 0.40 0.63
Nevada 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.23 0.08
New Hampshire 5.68 0.50 1.06 1.04 181
New Jersey 0.51 211 0.42 0.23 0.70
New Mexico 1.07 0.34 1.28 0.58 0.79
New York 0.70 0.61 1.47 0.67 0.86
North Carolina 172 2.36 0.74 0.83 1.36
North Dakota 0.73 2.07 1.39 1.48 1.50
Ohio 0.44 1.26 0.54 0.54 0.68
Oklahoma 0.81 171 1.50 152 1.43
Oregon 0.27 222 1.63 2.16 1.79
Pennsylvania 0.96 3.29 0.57 1.30 1.39
Rhode Island 0.25 0.39 0.22 1.55 0.63
South Carolina 2.09 1.76 131 1.06 1.49
South Dakota 0.55 0.96 0.69 1.34 0.93
Tennessee 1.42 1.48 0.96 0.72 1.07
Texas 2.03 1.25 1.79 1.48 1.62
Utah 0.67 1.77 173 171 154
Vermont 0.93 0.47 0.89 0.22 0.56
Virginia 1.89 1.56 0.67 0.72 1.16
Washington 0.38 0.65 0.33 0.80 0.57
West Virginia 151 1.87 112 0.75 1.25
Wisconsin 0.30 0.26 0.57 1.15 0.61
Wyoming 0.77 0.62 1.27 2.02 121
Total 0.89 1.05 1.02 0.98 0.99
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Table-Crop insurance indemnities by state, 1998-2001 (million dollars)

State 1998 1999 2000 2001 1998-2001 Rank
Alabama 404 337 77.9 24.97 177.0 16
Alaska 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.1 49
Arizona 5.0 14.3 10.2 18.24 47.7 32
Arkansas 26.2 42.6 429 50.99 162.7 18
Cadlifornia 118.3 134.3 92.8 115.25 460.6 3
Colorado 15.6 229 45.0 51.05 134.6 21
Connecticut 45 4.2 8.3 0.95 18.0 36
Delaware 0.6 20 0.2 0.34 31 44
Florida 24.0 30.9 95.3 77.19 227.3 13
Georgia 89.3 139.4 126.9 66.95 4225 5
Hawaii 0.0 0.2 0.6 152 2.3 45
Idaho 7.3 85 15.6 16.31 47.7 33
Illinois 455 52.3 50.4 43.84 192.1 15
Indiana 434 55.8 35.0 17.45 151.6 20
lowa 84.4 61.7 95.2 152.48 393.7 8
Kansas 29.8 64.6 154.5 159.44 4084 7
Kentucky 26.5 53.3 20.9 8.62 109.3 24
Louisiana 29.3 27.0 4.7 58.93 160.0 19
Maine 17 29 18 185 8.2 40
Maryland 29 8.1 0.9 3.53 155 38
M assachusetts 4.0 3.0 8.4 224 17.6 37
Michigan 16.8 11.6 26.1 60.04 114.6 22
Minnesota 56.1 118.4 789 195.27 448.6 4
Mississi ppi 24.0 45.8 95.0 125.05 289.9 12
Missouri 28.7 65.2 251 48.45 167.4 17
Montana 34.7 355 76.2 160.03 306.4 11
Nebraska 37.6 51.0 191.0 75.03 354.6 9
Nevada 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.03 0.0 50
New Hampshire 0.8 0.1 0.2 0.29 14 46
New Jersey 0.7 34 1.0 0.67 5.7 a2
New Mexico 6.4 24 8.8 5.00 226 35
New York 31 3.7 10.3 6.77 238 34
North Carolina 79.8 132.0 43.9 56.90 312.6 10
North Dakota 91.7 447.2 252.9 300.40 1,092.2 2
Ohio 116 411 234 27.59 103.7 25
Oklahoma 224 65.7 55.8 77.72 221.7 14
Oregon 13 205 20.4 30.69 729 29
Pennsylvania 5.4 22.6 6.6 18.14 52.8 31
Rhode Island 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.10 0.1 48
South Caraolina 304 315 26.8 25.60 114.3 23
South Dakota 49.2 96.9 79.2 192.28 417.6 6
Tennessee 20.0 337 26.1 22.36 102.2 26
Texas 509.8 382.2 560.3 498.68 1,950.9 1
Utah 0.4 13 13 181 4.7 43
Vermont 0.2 0.1 0.3 0.11 0.7 47
Virginia 26.8 28.3 12.3 14.38 81.8 28
Washington 7.7 17.3 85 26.65 60.1 30
West Virginia 13 19 16 1.02 5.8 41
Wisconsin 10.1 9.3 23.0 53.45 95.8 27
Wyoming 20 19 4.2 6.82 14.8 39
Total 1,677.5 2,431.9 2,586.8 2,903.5 9,599.7
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Table-Disaster payments by state, 1998-2000 (million dollars)

State 1998 1999 2000 1998-2000 Rank
Alabama 37.6 19.9 56.5 114.1 15
Alaska 0.2 0.0 0.8 11 50
Arizona 6.1 4.0 6.2 16.3 38
Arkansas 51.1 236 56.3 130.9 12
Cdifornia 173.8 61.3 70.2 305.3 3
Colorado 19.9 13.3 42.7 76.0 20
Connecticut 45 41 4.7 133 40
Delaware 0.8 16 0.4 27 46
Florida 36.8 18.3 41.0 96.2 17
Georgia 94.2 73.9 105.6 273.8 4
Guam 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 53
Hawaii 0.1 0.0 0.8 0.9 51
Idaho 10.4 9.6 34.0 54.0 26
Illinois 27.6 12.8 12.6 53.0 28
Indiana 31.6 15.6 59 53.1 27
lowa 36.9 154 17.1 69.5 23
Kansas 41.6 31.6 120.9 194.0 5
Kentucky 28.2 415 8.6 78.3 19
Louisiana 55.0 13.7 39.2 107.9 16
Maine 34 20 21 75 43
Maryland 4.2 7.8 1.0 13.0 41
M assachusetts 6.4 47 7.3 184 36
Michigan 39.1 6.8 27.8 73.6 22
Minnesota 62.4 48.0 40.6 150.9 10
Mississippi 33.2 21.0 70.6 124.8 13
Missouri 421 39.6 421 123.8 14
Montana 45.8 31.4 102.7 179.9 6
Nebraska 34.2 20.4 105.2 159.7 9
Nevada 0.1 0.1 24 2.6 48
New Hampshire 13 0.7 0.5 26 47
New Jersey 13 11.3 30 15.7 39
New Mexico 9.9 4.4 10.8 25.0 35
New York 10.0 138 26.5 50.3 30
North Carolina 68.5 62.6 29.1 160.2 8
North Dakota 109.3 142.0 213.7 464.9 2
Ohio 155 234 17.0 56.0 25
Oklahoma 69.6 32.0 49.3 150.9 11
Oregon 5.6 14.2 10.3 30.1 34
Pennsylvania 9.7 30.5 5.6 457 31
Puerto Rico 47.2 124 47 64.4 24
Rhode Island 0.5 0.8 0.2 15 49
South Caraolina 32.8 26.4 26.1 85.2 18
South Dakota 68.7 40.6 52.0 161.3 7
Tennessee 23.2 290.1 22.3 74.6 21
Texas 461.9 192.4 443.9 1,008.1 1
Utah 0.8 15 6.4 8.7 42
Vermont 11 2.3 25 59 45
Virginia 21.3 15.2 9.0 454 32
Virgin Idands 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 52
Washington 126 20.0 204 52.9 29
West Virginia 18 34 16 6.8 a4
Wisconsin 13.8 7.0 19.4 40.2 33
Wyoming 42 13 11.1 16.6 37
Total 1,918.1 1,229.2 2,010.1 5,157.4
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